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Appendix A: Technical Notes

This report presents data from two different assessment
series, the NAEP long-term trend assessments and the
main NAEP assessments. In most but not all cases, the
two assessments used different procedures. Whenever a
topic requires separate treatment of the two assessments,
discussion of the long-term trend assessments, which pres-
ent national results only, appears first, followed by the
discussion of the main NAEP assessments, which present
both national and state results. Discussion of main NAEP
grade 12 assessments is omitted in this report because these

assessments are conducted at the national level only.

Frameworks, development,
administration, scoring, and analysis

Long-term trend

Overviews of these topics and more extensive information
about other topics for the long-term trend assessments
can be obtained from NAEP 2004 Trends in Academic
Progress, available from the NAEP website hurp//nces,
ed.gov/natonsreportcard/ltt/, which also provides links to
carlier reports in the long-term trend series. (In 2004, the
long-trend assessments in reading and mathematics were
conducted for two different “studies™: the “bridge study,”
which was identical to previous long-term assessments,
and the “modified study,” which will be used in future
long-term assessments. The results for the 2004 assessment,
reported in NAEP 2004 Trends in Academic Progress and
in this report, were drawn from the bridge study.)

Main NAEP 2007 reading and mathematics
assessments

For overviews of these topics, and for more extensive infor-
mation about other topics for the 2007 main NAEP reading
and mathematics assessments, consult the information avail-

able online at htpi//ncesed.gov/nationsreportcard/reading/

and hup//nees.ed. gov/nationsreportcard/mathematics/

Sources of the data

Long-term trend

This report presents national data from the 1978, 1982, 1986,
1990, 1992, 1996, 1999, and 2004 long-tesrm trend math-
ematics assessments and the 1980, 1984, 1990, 1992, 1994,

1996, 1999, and 2004 long-term trend reading assessments
for Black and White public school students ages 9 and 13.
Earlier long-term trend assessment results are available, but

only for both public and private school students combined.

Main NAEP

This report presents national data from the 1990, 1992,
1996, 2000, 2003, 2005, and 2007 main NAEP mathematics
assessments and the 1992, 1994, 1998, 2002, 2003, 2005, and
2007 main NAEP reading assessments for Black and White
public school students in the fourth and eighth grades. In
2000, the reading assessment was also administered in the

fourth grade (see tables B-1 and B-3 in appendix B).

This report presents state data from the 1992, 1996, 2000,
2003, 2005, and 2007 fourth-grade main NAEP mathemat-
ics assessments and from the 1990, 1992, 1996, 2000, 2003,
2005, and 2007 eighth-grade main NAEP mathematics
assessments, for public school students only. The main
NAEP reading assessment was administered at the state
level to fourth-grade public school students in 1992, 1994,
1998, 2002, 2003, 2005, and 2007 and to eighth-grade public
school students in 1998, 2002, 2003, 2005, and 2007,

Nautionally 1n 2007, Black students constituted 17 percent
of the public school fourth-grade population (based on data
from the NAEP reading assessment) while White students
constituted 56 percent. Results for the eighth-grade were
similar: 17 percent and 58 percent, respectively. However,
percentages vary widely between states. For example, Black
students constituted a majority of the fourth-grade popula-
tion (n two states, the District of Columbia {84 percent in
mathematics and 86 percent in reading) and Mississippi
(52 percent in mathematics and 51 percent in reading). In
contrast, Black students constituted only 2 pereent of the
tourth-grade public school population in states such as
Wyoming and South Dakota. Eighth-grade data show a
simtlar pattern. In some cases, the Black or White student

population is so small that valid data cannot be obtained.

NAEP sampling procedures

Long-term trend
The populations sampled for the 2004 NAEP long-term

trend assessment results presented in this report consisted
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of 9- and 13-year-old students enrolled in public clementary
and secondary schools nationwide. Eligibility for the age 9
and age 13 samples was based on calendar year: students in the
age 9 sample were 9 years old on January 1, 2004, with birth
months January 1994 through December 1994, and students
in the age 13 sample were 13 years old on January 1, 2004,
with birth months January 1990 through December 1990.

Consistent with past national long-term trend assessments,
students were selected for participation based on a stratified
three-stage sampling plan. In the first stage, geographic pri-
mary sampling units (PSUs) were defined and selected. In
the second stage, schools were selected within PSUs. In the
third stage, cligible students were selected within schools.
Stratification occurred at both the school level and the PSU
level. A full description of the sampling plan is beyond the
scope of this appendix; for additional details regarding the
design and structure of the 2004 trend assessment samples, the
reader should refer to the technical documentation section of

the NAEP website (http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreporteard/lee).

The first-stage sampling units, PSUs, were drawn from a
list—a sampling frame—developed using the metropolitan
area designations of the U.S. Census Bureau. Fach NAEP
PSU in the frame was intended to encompass one county or
contiguous multiple counties, generally not crossing state
boundaries, and contained a minimum number of school-
aged children—10,000 to 15,000, depending on the region

of the country.

All PSUs containing more than 800,000 scudents (17 in all)
were automatically included in the sample. Sixty additional
PSUs were selected in a non-random manner, taking into
account region of the country, status as either metropolitan
or non-metropolitan, percentages of racial/ethnic groups,
income levels, education levels in the population, and per-
centage of renters, with adjustments made to compensate

for the non-random manner of selection.

In the second stage of sampling, schools were sampled
from within the selected PSUs. Schools were selected with
probability proportionat to a measure of size based on the

estimated number of age-eligible students in the school.

This in turn was estimated by applying population-level

sercentages of age-eligible students within each grade o
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estimated grade enrollments for each grade, and aggregar-

ing to an age-eligible total for the school.

In the third stage of sampling, students were sampled
from within schools. Sampled schools were asked to list all
students with the appropriate birth dates for cach specified
age sample. All eligible students up to a pre-specified maxi-
mum (128 for both ages 9 and 13) were then selected for
the assessment. If a school selected for the age 9 or age 13
samples had 128 or fewer students, all age-cligible students
were selected into the sample for that school. Otherwise, a

sample of 128 age-eligible students was taken.

The actual student and school sample sizes obtained in
the NAEP long-term trend reading assessments, as well
as the school and student participation rates, are present-
ed in table A-1. Sample sizes and participation rates for
the long-term trend mathematics assessments were simi-
lar. Although sampled schools that refused to participate
were replaced, school participation rates were computed
based on the schools originally selected for participation
in the assessments. The student participation rates repre-
sent the percentage of students assessed of those invited
to be assessed, including those assessed in follow-up ses-
stons when necessary. Response rates for public school
students ages 9 and 13 met NCES reporting standards for

all assessments.

Table A-1.  School and student participation
rates, and target student popula-
tion, Long-Term Trend Reading
assessment, public school

students only, by age: 2004

Participation and target population Age 9
School participation

Wesghted school percentage 88 85

Total number of schoots that participated 250 230
Student participation

Weighted student percentage 94 92

Total number ot students who participated 3,800 4,000
Tirget population 3,700,000 3,650,000
NOTE: The numbers of schools are munded to the nearest ten. the numbers of stu-
dents are rounded 1o the rearest huedred. and the numbers for target poputatons
are rounded 1o the nearest ten thousand Detad may ot Sum 10 totals because of
PR
SOURCE U § Department of £ducation, instiute of Education Sciences. National
Center for Educatuon Statist.cs, Matronat Assessment of €ducatonaf Progross
(NAEP), 2004 Leorg-Term Trend Readirg Assessiments.

Age 13
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Main NAEP

The schools and students participating in NAEP assess-
ments are chosen to be nationally representative. Samples
ot schools and students are selected from each state and
from the District of Columbia and Department of Defense
Education Activity (DoDEA) schools. The results from
the assessed students are combined to provide accurate
estimates of overall national performance and of the per-

formance of individual states.

NCES has changed the main NAEP sampling methods
over the years. From 1990 through 2000, the national
sample was collected separately from the state samples.
The 2002 national sample was the sum of all the state
samples of the participating states, plus small samples from
the tew states that did not participate. In 2003, 2005, and
2007, all states participated and the national sample was
the aggregate of the samples from all states, the District
of Columbia, and the DoDEA schools. The main NAEP
national samples in reading and mathematics since 2002
have been larger than in previous assessment years. Thus,
smaller score differences between years or between types
of student were found to be statistically significant than

would have been detected in previous assessments.

From 1990 through 2001, NCES oversampled schools
with high minority populations (Black and Hispanic) in
the national sample. Beginning in 2002, this practice was
discontinued because the state samples were large encugh
to ensure adequate coverage for these populations. Prior to
2002, NAEP results were weighted to compensate for the

oversampling.

In 2003, 2003, and 2007, results were weighted to take into
account the fact that states, and schools within states, rep-
resent different proportions of the overall national popula-
tion. For example, since the number of students assessed
in most states s roughly the same (to allow for stable
state estimates and administrative efficiencies), the resulrs
for students in less populous states are assigned smaller
weights than the resulis for students in more populous
states, Sampling weights are also used to account for lower

sampling rates for very small schools and are used to adjust

for school and student nonresponse.

NAEP samples for reading and mathematics assessments
administered from 1990 through 2007 are discussed in

more detail below.

The NAEP 2007 mathematics and reading assessments
were administered to fourth- and eighth-graders in all
states. This report includes data for public school students
for both the nation and all states. All 50 states, the District
of Columbia, and the DoDEA schools met the minimum
guidelines for reporting their results in 2007 for hoth

assessments,

In order to obtain a representative sample for reporting
national and state public school results in 2007, NCES
sampled and assessed approximately 183,000 fourth-grad-
ers from 7,300 schools and 155,000 eighth-graders from
6,400 schools for the reading assessment and approximate-
ly 190,000 fourth-graders from 7,300 schools and 147,000
eighth-graders from 6,400 schools for the mathematics

assessment.

Each selected school that participated in the assessment and
each student assessed represent a portion of the population.
The schools were selected out of approximately 51,000
fourth-grade and 27, 000 eighth-grade public schools. The
students sclected from these schools represented the total
population of approximately 3.4 million fourth-grade and
3.6 million cighth-grade public school students. These
totals include the public schools in the 30 states and the

District of Columbia.

Schools in the DoDEA school system are classified as
“nonpublic” by NCES and their results are not included
in the determination of NAEP national public average
scale scores. These schools are not “private” because they
are operated by the federal government and they are not
“public” because only children of U.S. military personnel
can attend them. For comparison purposes, the system is
treated as a state and results are compared with the scores

of the 530 states and the District of Columbia.

Table A-2 provides a summary of the 2007 national and
state school and student participation rates for the read-
ing grade 8 assessiment sample. Rates for reading grade 4

and mathematics grades 4 and § in 2007 were similar, as

-
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were the rates for the 2003 and 2005 assessments. Readers
who want more detail should consult the 2007, 2005 and

2003 report cards, available online at http/nces.ed.gov/

yubsear ts.asp’sid =(

Participation rates in table A-2 are presented for public
schools and public school students in grade 8 reading. The
school participation rate is a school-centered, weighted per-
centage of schools participating in the assessment. This rate
is based only on the schools that were initially selected for
the assessment. The numerator of this rate is the estimated
number of schools represented by the initially selected
schools that participated in the assessment. The denomina-
tor is the estimated number of schools represented by the

initially selected schools that had eligible students enrolled.

Also presented in table A-2 are weighted student par-
ticipation rates. The numerator of this rate is the estimated
number of students who are represented by the students
assessed (in either an initial session or a makeup session).
The denominator of this rate is the estimated number of
students represented by the eligible sampled students in

participating schools.

The term “cligible students” used in the two preceding
paragraphs refers to students who can meaningfully par-
ticipate in NAEP. Swudents excluded from NAEP assess-
ments on the grounds that they cannot meaningfully
participate—whether students with disabilities or English
language learners—are not part of the population of inter-
est. Initially selected schools that had no eligible students
enrolled are excluded from the denominator of the school
partictpation rate because they contained no students who
were part of the population of interest. For similar reasons,
rhe denominator of the weighted student participation rate

consists only of eligible sampled students.

The tourth colamn gives the nuniber of public school stu-
dents who were assessed in each of the jurisdictions. The
final column of table A-2 gives the target populations for
each jurisdiction, that is, the eighth-grade population for

that jurisdiction.

The nationaltarget population per grade forall main NAEP

assessments 1990-2007 ranged from about 3.25 million

to about 3.75 million. In the 1990-1996 assessments, the
number of schools sampled per assessment and grade for
the national sample ranged from approximately 120 to
230, while the number of students assessed ranged from
approximately 5200 to 9900. In the 1998-2000 assess-
ments, the number of schools sampled per assessment and
grade ranged from approximately 330 to 390, while the
number of students assessed ranged from approximately
6,100 to v,000.

The state target populations for alt main NAEP assess-
ments 1990-2007 ranged trom approximately 5,000 in the
District of Columbia and 9,000 in sparsely populated states
like Wyoming and Alaska to approximately 450,000 in
California, followed by approximately 325,000 in Texas.

In the 19902000 state assessments, the number of schools
sampled per assessment and grade ranged from approxi-
mately 30 to 150, while the number of students assessed
ranged from approximately 1,000 to 5900. In the 2003~
2007 state assessments, the number of schools sampled per
assessment and grade ranged from approximately 40 to
250, while the number of students assessed ranged from
approximately 1,700 to 10,700.

In earlier NAEP assessments, NCES would select substi-
tute schools that would be used to augment the original
sample if a large number of schools from the sample
failed to participate. School and student participation
rates were given both before and after substitution.
Because the No Child Left Behind Act requires states to
participate in the main NAEP reading and mathematics
assessmenits at the fourth and eighth grades in order to
qualify for full Title I education funding, participation
rates are very high and NCES no longer selects substitute

schools for these assessments.

In order to ensure unbiased samples, NCES and the
National Assessment Governing Board, which establishes
policy for NAEP, set minimums for the school participa-
tion rate before substitution of replacement schools for
any sample. From 1990 through 2002, the standard for the
state assessinents required that the weighted school par-

ticipation rate betore substitution of replacement schools




Table A-2. Schgol and student participation rates, and target student population, grade 8 reading

assessment, public school students only, by state or jurisdiction: 2007

School participation Student particlpation
Weighted school Total number of schools Weighted student  Total number of students

Jurisdiction percentage that participated percentage who participated Target popuiation

Nation (public) 100 6,410 92 154,700 3,558,000
Alabama 100 120 93 2,800 56,000
Alaska 99 110 91 2,600 9,000
Arizona 100 130 90 2,800 73,000
Arkansas 100 120 93 2,500 34,000
Catifornia 100 310 92 8,600 477,000
Colorado 38 120 92 2,800 57.000
Connecticut 97 100 92 2,700 42,000
Detaware 100 50 93 2,800 10,000
District of Cotumbra 100 50 88 1,800 5.000
DoDEA! 98 60 94 1,700 5,000
Florida 100 160 91 4,100 193,000
Georgla 100 120 93 3,500 120,000
Hawair 100 70 91 2,800 13,000
tdaho 99 110 93 2,500 20,000
lifinots 100 200 93 4,000 150,000
Indiana 100 110 92 2,700 80,000
fowa 106 130 93 2,800 36,000
Kansas 100 150 94 2.800 34,000
Kentucky 100 110 93 2,600 46,000
Louisiana 100 110 92 2,400 47,000
Maine 398 130 93 2,700 15,000
Maryland 100 110 90 2,700 64,000
Massachusetts 100 140 93 3,600 70,000
Michigan 100 120 91 2,600 119,000
Minnesota 39 140 92 3,000 62,000
Mississippi 100 110 33 2,700 36,000
Missours 100 130 92 2,900 70,000
Montana ’ 98 170 92 2,600 11,000
Nebraska 100 120 94 2,700 21,000
Nevada 100 70 88 2,600 28,000
New Hampshire 38 90 92 2.900 16,000
New lersey 97 110 92 2,800 104,000
New Mexico 100 110 89 2,600 25,000
New York 100 160 90 3.800 206,000
North Carolina 100 150 91 4,300 104,000
North Dakota 98 150 95 2.200 8,000
Ohto 100 190 92 3,500 135,000
Oklaboma 100 150 92 2,600 42,000
Oregon 100 110 92 2,700 39,000
Pennsylvania 100 110 92 2,800 140,000
Rhode istand 100 60 92 2,800 12,000
South Carolina 100 110 94 2,700 52,000
South Dakota 59 140 95 2,800 10.000
Tennessee 100 120 92 2,800 74,000
Texas 100 220 92 7,100 294,000
Utah 100 100 91 2,800 36,000
Vermont 100 120 93 2,000 7,000
Virginma 100 110 93 2,800 91,000
Washington 100 130 91 3,000 78,000
Wast Virginia 100 120 g2 2,900 21,000
Wisconsin 98 130 92 2,700 62,000
Wyoming 160 80 92 2,000 7,000

Cepartment of Cefense Education Activity {overseas and domestic schsols).
NOTE: The nuinbers of schools are rounded to the nearest ten, the numbers of students are rounded to the nearsst hundred, and the target populdtion 1s rounded to
Cetail may not sum o totals because of rounding.

the nearest thousand

SOURCE. U S. Department of Education. Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educationat Progress (NAEP), 2007 Reading

Assessment
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be 70 percent or higher. Beginning in 2003, the standard
was raised to 85 percent. All data presented in this report
are based on samples meeting the standards in effect at the

time of the assessment.

Since 1990, the national weighted public school par-
ticipation rate before substitution for the grade 4 and 8
reading and mathematics assessments has ranged from
76 percent to 100 percent. Prior to 2003, a few states did
not meet the 70 percent standard. From 1990 through
2002, the weighted public school participation rate before
substitution for states whose results are reported here

ranged from 70 percent to 100 percent,

For more information on all the NAEP assessments refer-
enced in this report, consult the individual reports devoted
to them, available from the NCES website at http:/nces.
ed.gov/pubsearch/getpubcats.asp?sid=031.

Understanding NAEP reporting
groups

NAEP results are provided for groups of students defined

by shared characteristics—race/ethnicity, eligibility for

tree/reduced-price school lunch, and gender, for example.

Based on partictpation rate criteria, results are reported
for groups only when sufficient numbers of students and
adequate school representation are present. The minimum
requirement is a total of at least 62 students in a particular
group, assessed in at least tive different locations. However,
the data for all students, regardless of whether their group
was reported separately, were included in computing
over-all national results. Definitions of the student groups

discussed in this report follow.

Race/ethnicity

Long-term trend

In long-term trend NAFEP, data about student race/ethnic-
ity is based on the assessment administrator's observation.
Self-reported race/ethnicity data has been collected since
1984, and school records-based race/ethnicity data has been
collected starting in 2004, but all long-term trend resules

are reported based on observed race/ethniciry.

Main NAEP

In all main NAEP assessments, data about student race/
ethnicity are collected from two sources: school records
and student self-reports. In this report, the race/cthnicity
variable has been based on the race reported by the school
for all assessment years. In the rare cases when schoolre-
corded information is missing, student-reported data are

used to determine race/ethnicity.

Schools sampled for NAEP are asked to provide lists of all
students in the target grade(s) along with basic demographic
information, including race/ethnicity. Students are cat-
egorized into one of five mutually exclusive racial/ethnic
categories plus “other.” Administration schedules—also
referred to as student rosters—are created that include
the list of sampled students along with their basic demo-
graphic information. These data are checked and updated
during data collection. This race/ethnicity information is
available for all sampled students: those that participated
and those that were absent or excluded.

All students who take a NAEP assessment complete a sec-
tion of general student background questions, including
questions about their race/ethnicity. Separate questions are
asked about students’ Hispanic ethnic background and
about students’ race. This race/ethnicity information is
available just for students who participated in the assess-
ment and not tor those who were absent or excluded. See

http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/bgquest.asp for more

information.

The mutually exclusive racial/ethnic categories are White
(non-Hispanic), Black (non-Hispanic), Hispanic, Asian/
Pacific Islander, American Indian (including  Alaska
Native), and Unclassified. Unclassified students are those
whose school-reported race was “other,” or “unavailable,”
or was missing, or who self-reported more than one race
category (i.e., “multi-racial”) or none. Hispanic students
may be of any race. Only results for White (non- Hispanic)
and Black (non-Hispanic) students are contained in
this report. Information based on student self-reported
race/ethnicity is available on the NAEP Darta Explorer

(http//nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/nde).




Eligibility for free/reduced-price
school lunch

Long-term trend
The long-term trend assessments do not report results

based on school lunch eligibility.

Main NAEP

As partof the Department of Agriculture’s National School
LunchProgram,schoolscanreceivecashsubsidiesand donat-
ed commodities in return for offering free or reduced-price
lunches to eligible children. Based on available school
records, students were classified as currently eligible for
either free tunch or reduced-price lunch, or not eligible.
Eligibility for the program is determined by a student’s
family income in relation to the federally established pov-
erty level. Free lunch qualification is set at 130 percent of
the poverty level or below, and reduced-price lunch quali-
fication is set at between 130 and 185 percent of the poverty
level. (For the period July 1, 2006, through June 30, 2007,
for a family of four, 130 percent of the poverty level was
$26,000, and 185 percent was $37,000. See hup//www.fns.
usda, gov/end/lunch for more information.) The classifica-
tion applics only to the school year when the assessment
was administered and is not based on eligibility in previous
years. It school records were not available, the student was
classified as “Information not available.” If the school did
not participate in the program, all students tn that school
were classified as “Information not available.” As a result
of improvements in the quality of the data on students’
chgibility for NSLP, the percentage of students for whom
information was not available has decreased in comparison
to the percentages reported prior to the 2003 assessment.
Therefore, trend comparisons are only made back to 2003

in this report.

Gender

Both long-term trend and NAEP assessments identify stu-

dents as male or female based on school records.

Inclusion and exclusion

Long-term trend

Some students selected for participation in the NAEP
long-term trend assessments were identified as English
language learners (ELL) or students with disabilities
(SD). In all previous long-term trend assessments, if it
was decided that a student classified as SD or ELL could
not meaningfully participate in the NAEP assessment for
which he or she was selected, the student was, according to

NAEP guidelines, excluded from the assessment.

For each student selected to participate in NAEP who
was identitied as either SD or ELL, a member of the
school staff most knowledgeable about the student com-
pleted an SD/ELL questionnaire. Students with dis-
abilities were excluded from the assessment if an indi-
vidualized education program (IEP) team or equivalent
group determined that the student could not participate
in assessments such as NAEP; if the student’s cognitive
functioning was so severely impaired that the student
could not participate; or if the student’s IEP required
that the student be tested with an accommodation or
adaptation not permitted or available in NAEP, and
the student could not demonstrate histher knowledge
of the assessment subject area without that accommo-
dation or adaptation. A student who was identified as
ELL and who was a native speaker of a language other
than English was excluded if the student had received
instruction in the assessment’s subject area (e.g., reading
or mathematics) primarily in English for less than three
school years, including the current year, or it the student
could not demonstrate his or her knowledge of reading
or mathematics in English withour an accommodation

or adaptation.

Prior to 2004, NAEP long-term trend assessments did not
allow accommodations for SD or ELL students. In that
year, two versions of the long-tenm trend assessment were
given, the "bridge” (unmoditied) version, which did not

allow accommodations, and the “modificd” version, which
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did. In 2004, results were only reported for the bridge
assessmnent and all results from the 2004 Long-Trend
Assessment appearing in this report are drawn from the
bridge assessment. However, table A-3 presents exclusion
rates for both versions of the 2004 assessment in order to
give all the available information on the 2004 exclusion

rates for Black and White students.

In the 2004 bridge assessment, and in all prior adminis-
trations of the long-term trend assessment, student race/
ethnicity was determined by NCES contractor staff admin-
istering the assessment in the individual classrooms. These
staff never met the excluded students, so no records of the

race/ethnicity of excluded students were kept.

In contrast, the 2004 modified assessment determined
student race/ethnicity by using school records, which did
provide information on the race/ethnicity of excluded stu-
dents. Exclusion data from the 2004 modified assessment
are provided here to provide information on 2004 exclusion
rates for Black and White students, even though this report
dees not include student achievement data drawn from the

modified assessment.

Table A-3.  National Long-Term Trend math-
ematics and reading exclusion
rates as percentages of the total
sample, by age, type of assess-
ment and race/ethnicity: 2004

Age 9 Age 13

Bridge  Modified Bridge  Modified

Mathematics
Totat 8 3 9 3
White t 2 H 3
Black 1 4 t 4

Reading

Total 9 6 9 5
White t 4 i 5
Black i 4 ; ¥ 6

t Mot appicable

NOTE: The 2004 bridge assessment, and all previous admimustrations of the long-
term trend assessment, did not obtain wnformation on the race/sthoicity of excluded
students.

SOURCE: U S Oepartroent of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Natonal
Center for Educaton Statistics, Nationai Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 2004 Long-Term Trend Mathematics and Reading Assessments

Main NAEP

The NAEP program has always endeavored to assess all stu-
dents selected as a part of its sampling process. In all NAEP
schools, accommodations will be provided as necessary for
students with disabilities (SD) and/or English language
learners (ELLL) or limited English proticient (LEP) students.
(ELL 1s the term used since the NAEP 2005 reports; LEP
was used before 2005.) The accommodations are available
to students whose Individualized Education Program (IEP)
specitically requires them. Because some ELL students do
not have an IEP, decisions about accommaodations for these

students are typically made by knowledgeable school staff.

The NAEP program has established procedures to include
as many SD and ELL students as possible in the assess-
ments. School staff make the decisions about whether to
include such a student in a NAEP assessment, and which
testing accommodations, if any, they should receive. The
NAEP program furnishes tools to assist school personnel

in making those decisions.

A sampling procedure is used ro select students at each
grade being tested. Students are selected on a random basis,
without regard to SD or ELL status. Once the students are
selected, the schools identify which have SD or ELL status.
School staff who are familiar with these students are asked
a series of questions to help them decide whether each stu-
dent should participate in the assessment and whether the

student needs accommodations.

Inclusion in NAEP of an SD or ELL student is encouraged
if that student (a) participated in the regular state academic
assessment in the subject being tested, and (b) if that stu-
dent can participate in NAEP with the accommalations
NAEP allows. Even if the student did not participate in the
regular state assessment, or if he/she needs accommoda-
tions NAEP does not allow, school staftf are asked whether
that student could participate in NAEP with the allowable

accommodations.

History of NAEP Inclusion Policy Although NAEP

has always endeavored to assess as high a proportion of




sampled students as is possible, prior to 1996 NAEP did
not allow accommodations for SD or ELL students. This
resulted in exclusion of some students who could not
meaningtully participate in the assessment without accorm-

modations.

The passage of the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act (IDEA), as amended in 1997, led states and districts to
identity increasing numbers of students as requiring accom-
modations in assessments in order to fairly and accurately
show their abilities. It was important for NAEP to be as
consistent as possible with testing practices in most states
and districts while maintaining the ability to compare more
recent NAEP results to those from 1990, 1992, and 1994,
when accommodations were not allowed. (Accommoaodations

were not allowed in NAEP state assessments until 1996.)

Before the 2005 assessment (when the selection process was
detailed in a series of questions), guidelines were speci-
fied by NAEP. A student identified on the Administration
Schedule as having a disability (SD), that is, a student with an
[ndividualized Education Program (IEP) or equivalent clas-

sification, should be included in the NAEP assessment unless:

® The IEP team or equivalent group had determined that
the student could not participate in assessments such as

NAEP, or

& The student’s cognitive functioning was so severely

wnpaired that he or she could not participate, or

# The student’s IEP required that the student be tested
with an accommodation that NAEP did not permi,
and the student could not demonstrate his or her

knowledge of the subject without that accommodation.

A student who was identified as LEP or ELL and who was
a native speaker of a language other than English should

be included in the NAEP assessment unless:

& The student had received reading or mathematics
instruction primarily in English for less than 3 school

years including the current year, and

4 The student could not dernonstrate his or her knowl-

edge of the subjectin English even with an accommuoda-

tion permitted by NAEP.

The phrase “less than 3 school years including the current
year” meant 0, 1, or 2 school years. Therefore, the guide-

lines below were used:

& Include without any accommodation all LEP or ELL
students who had received instruction in the subject
primarily in English for 3 years or more and those

who were in their third year;

® Include without any accommodation all other such
students who could demonstrate their knowledge of the

subject without an accommodation;

& Include and provide accommodations permitted by
NAEP to other such students who can demonstrate
their knowledge of the subject only with those accom-

modations; and

8 Exclude LEP or ELL students only if they could not
demonstrate their knowledge of the subject even with

an accommodation permitted by NAEP,

The percentages of students excluded from NAEP may vary
trom one state to another, as well as across years. National
exclusion rates tor Black and White SD and/or ELL students
in 2007 may be found in table A-4. The “total” rates include
all students, not just those who are Black or White. For
information on state exclusion rates, see table A-5. For more
information on Main NAEP inclusion and exclusion, g0 o

http//nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/about/inclusion.asp

Table A-4.  National mathematics and read-
ing exclusion rates as percent-
ages of the total sample, public
schools only, by grade and race/
ethnicity: 2007

Grade and racefethnicity Mathematics Reading

Grade 4

Total 3 6
White 2 4
Black 4 7

Grade 8

Total 4 6
White 4 4
Black ) 6 7

NOTE: "Total” excius:on percantages are for all pubhic school students, not st

Black snd White

SOURCE- U S Department of Egucation. tnshitute of Educaton Sciences, Natonal

Centar for Egucation Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress

(NAEP), 20G7 Mathematics and Reading Assessments
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Table A-5. Mathematics and reading exclusion rates as percentages of the total sample, public
schools only, by grade, race/ethnicity and jurisdiction: 2007

Percentage of students with a disability and/or English language learner, excluded In 2007

Grade 4 Mathematics Grade 8 Mathematics Grade 4 Reading Grade 8 Reading
Jurisdiction White Black White Black White Black White Black

Nation (public)
Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorada
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
DoDEA
Florida
Georgia
Hawasi
ldaho
Ittinois
indiana
towa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missour
Montana
Nehraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvama
Rhode island
South Caroting
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Yermont
Vitginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin

WA AR NN A~

-

ONU’O@@U\O}N'—‘W@GM(AW\I@@&(&LAJ\I

o
NO AU DO D e PW— OO — N Wwweahhoon
—
—

—

—

— ot
QRO O+ B N~NDOO O N W

._.

—

—

(3]
N A WO ORWNDA WS RO

—

— —
L I T T = U, S Y

—_—— Pt
PR e WD WO W W (W~

-t

—

jav}
0= DD WD e WNN D R D N~

—
N DD e 0 e N Do

4 4 4
2 3 3
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4 3 3
5 5 4
3 2 2
4 2 2
1 2 2
6 9 5
5 6 t
1 4 2
4 4 3
3 7 6
1 3 2
t 3 3
5 5 4
4 3 4
2 3 4
6 4 4
3 7 8
3 3 2
4 6 5
5 5 4
6 5 6
4 4 5
3 3 3
1 2 2
4 4 3
t 4 4
5 4 3
6 5 3
8 4 3
4 5 4
4 6 4
2 5 5
3 I 2
t 7 8
8 7 8
4 6 6
5 4 2
3 4 4
4 3 3
2 4 5
1 5 5
7 3 7
6 6 4
t 5 4
t 6 5
6 7 6
3 4 3
1 2 2
4 3 5
1 3 3
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Wyoming
1. Reporting standards not met.
SOURCE: U S, Department of Education, [nstitute of Education Sciences, Motional Center far Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2007
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Accommodations

Long-term trend

The long-term trend results presented in this report are
drawn from assessments that did not permit accommoda-
tions for students with disabilities (SD) and English lan-
guage learners (ELL). Future long-term trend assessments

will allow such accommodations.

Main NAEP

From 1990 through 1994 for the nation—and through
1996 for the states—main NAEP assessments did not allow
accommodations for either SD or ELL students. Since then,
accommodations have been permitted for those SD and
ELL students who need accommodations in order to partici-
pate, unless the accommodation would change the nature of

what is being tested.

To accomplish this goal, students who receive accommo-
dations in their state’s assessments are offered the same
accommodations on NAEP, except where an accommoda-
tion would change the nature of what is being tested. For
example, passages and questions in the reading test are
not permitted to be read aloud to the student, because that
accommodation would make it a test of listening instead of
a test of reading. Similarly, reading passages and questions

cannot be presented in a language other than English.

ft should be noted that students assessed with accommo-
darions typically received some combination of accom-
modations. For example, students assessed in small groups
(as compared with standard NAEP sessions of about
30 students) usually recetved extended time. In one-on
one administrations, students often received assistance in
recording answers (e.g., use of a scribe or computer) and

were afforded exera time.

The most common accommodations are small-group
administration, extended time, one-on-one administra-

ton, the use of a scribe or computer, and the use of a

hilingual book (mathematics only). See httpi/nces.ed.gov/

nationsreportcard/tdw/instruments/accomme.asp for more

detatls on NAEP accommodations. For state accom-

modation rates for SD and ELL students in 2007 see

the Technical Notes sections of The Nation’s Report
Card: Mathematics 2007 av hupi/nees.ed.goy/pubsearch/
wubsinfo.asp? 1d=2007494 and The Nations Report
Card: Reading 2007 at : ; rav/pulb

pubsinfoasp? pubid =2007496.

Drawing inferences from the results

The reported statistics for both {fong-term trend and main
NAEP are estimates and are therefore subject to a measure
of uncertainty. There are two sources of such uncertainty.
First, NAEP uses a sample of students rather than testing
all students. Second, all assessments have some amount of
uncertainty related to the fact that they cannot ask all ques-
tions that might be asked in a content area. The magnitude
of this uncertainty is reflected in the standard error of each
of the estimates. When the percentages or average scale
scores of certain groups are compared, the estimated stan-
dard error should be taken into account. Therefore, the
comparisons are based on statistical tests that consider the
estimated standard errors of the statistics being compared
and the magnitude of the difference between the averages

or percentages.

Standard errors for the NAEP scores and percentages pre-
sented in this report for both assessments are available on

the NAEP website (http/nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/

naepdata).

The ditferences between statistics—such as compartsons

of two groups of students’ average scale scores——that
are discussed in this report are determined by using
standard errors. Comparisons are based on statistical
tests that consider both the size of the differences and
the standard errors of the two statistics being compared.
Estimates based on smaller groups are likely to have
relatively large standard errors. As a consequence, a
numerical ditference that seems large may not be statis-

tically significant.

Furthermore, differences of the same magnitude may or
may not be statstically significant, depending upon the
size of the standard errors of the statistics. For example,

@ 3-point change in the gap between Black and White

tourth-graders nationwide may be signiticant, while a




3- point change in the gap between Black and White fourth-
graders in Kansas may not be. The differences described in
this report have been determined to be statistically signifi-
cant at the .05 level with appropriate adjustments for part-

to-whole and multiple comparisons.'

In the tables and figures of this report, the symbol (*) is used
to indicate that a score or percentage is significantly differ-
ent from another. In addition, any difference between scores
or percentages that is identified as higher, lower, larger,
smaller, narrower, or wider in this report, including within-
group differences not marked in tables and figures, meets

the requirements for statistical significance.

Weighting and variance estimation

In both long-term trend and main NAEP a complex sample
design was used to select the students who were assessed.
The properties of a sample selected through such a design
could be very ditferent from those of a simple random sam-
ple, in which every student in the target population has an
equal chance of selection and in which the observations from
different sampled students can be considered to be statisti-
cally independent of one another. Therefore, the properties
of the sample for the data collection design were taken into

account during the analysis of the assessment data.

One way that the properties of the sample design were
addressed was by using sampling weights to account for
the fact that the probabilities of selection were not identical
for all students. All population and subpopulation charac-
teristics based on the assessment data were estimated using
sampling weights. These weights included adjustments for

school and student nonresponse.

Not only must appropriate estimates of population charac-
teristics be derived, but appropriate measures of the degree
of uncertainty must be obtained for those statistics. Two
components of uncertainty are accounted for in the variabil-
ity of statistics based on student ability: (1) the uncertainty

due to sampling only a relatively small number of students,

and (2) the uncertainty due to sampling only a relatively
small number of cognitive questions. The first component
accounts for the variability associated with the estimated
percentages of students who had certain background char-
acteristics or who answered a certain cognitive question

correctly.

Because NAEP uses complex sampling procedures, con-
ventional formulas for estimating sampling variability that
assume simple random sampling are inappropriate. NAEP
uses a jackknife replication procedure to estimate standard
errors. The jackknife standard error provides a reasonable
measure of uncertainty for any student information that
can be observed without error, However, because cach
student typically responds to only a few questions within a
content area, the scale score for any single student would
be imprecise. In this case, NAEP’ marginal estimation
methodology can be used to describe the performance of
groups and subgroups of students. The estimate of the
variance of the students’ posterior scale score distributions
(which reflect the imprecision due to lack of measurement
accuracy) is computed. This component of variability is

then included in the standard errors of NAEP scale scores.’

Analyzing group differences in
averages and percentages

[n both long-term trend and main NAEP, statistical tests
determine whether, based on the data from the groups in
the sample, there is strong enough evidence to conclude
that the averages or percentages are actually different for
those groups in the population. If the evidence is strong
(i.e., the difference is statistically significant), the report
describes the group averages or percentages as being dif-
ferent (e.g., one group performed higher or lower than
another group), regardless of whether the sample averages
or percentages appear to be approximately the same. The
reader is cautioned to rely on the results of the staristical
tests rather than on the apparent magnitude of the dif-

ference between sample averages or percentages when

"Benpmn, Y, and Hoebberg, Y U995), Controlling the Fale Priseovery Rate:
A Pracueal and Powerful Approsch o Muluple Tevung. journal of the Koyal

Sttt ad Society, Series B, na, 1, 289 300

' For further detail, see fohnson, E.G., and Rust, K.E (1992). Popularion

Inferences and Vatiance Estimation for NAEP Duara, Journal of Educational

Stateseres, (1732, 17514,




determining whether the sample differences are likely
to represent actual differences among the groups in the

population.

To determine whether a real difference exists between the
average scale scores (or percentages of a certain attribute)
for two groups in the population, one needs to obtain an
estimate of the degree of uncertainty associated with the
difference between the averages (or percentages) of these
groups for the sample. This estimate of the degree of
uncertainty, called the “standard error of the difference”
between the groups, is obtained by taking the square of
each group’s standard error, suinming the squared stan-

dard errors, and taking the square root of that sum.

SE.p- J(SEZ + SE#)

The standard error of the difference can be used, just like the
standard error for an individual group average or percent-
age, to help determine whether differences among groups in
the population are real. The difference between the averages
or percentages of the two groups plus or minus 1,96 stan-
dard errors of the difference represents an approximately 95
percent confidence interval. If the resulting interval includes
zero, there is insufficient evidence to claim a real difference
between the groups in the population. If the interval does not
contain zero, the difference between the groups is statisti-

cally signiticant at the .05 level.

The following example of comparing groups addresses the
problem of determining whether the average mathematics
scale score of group A is higher than that of group B. The
sample estimates of the average scale scores and estimated

standard errors are as follows:

Group Average scale score Standard error
A 218 0.9
B 216 1.1

The difference between the estimates of the average scale

scores of groups A and B is £ points (218 — 216). The stan-

dard error of this difference is

JO9Y+r11)=14

Thus, an approximately 95 percent contidence interval for

this difference is plus or minus 1.96 standard errors of the
difference:
2+£196x1.4
2+2.7
(-0.7,4.7)

The value zero is within the confidence interval; therefore,
there is insufficient evidence to conclude that group A’

performance is statistically different from group B.

The procedure above is appropriate to use when it is rea-
sonable to assume that the groups being compared have

been independently sampled for the assessment.

Such an assumption is clearly warranted when comparing
results for one state with another. This is the approach used
for NAEP reports when comparisons involving indepen-
dent groups are made. The assumption of independence
is violated to some degree when comparing group results
for the nation or a particufar state (e.g., com paring national
2007 results tor Black and White students), since these sam-

ples of students have been drawn from the same schools.

When the groups being compared do not share students
(as is the case, for example, of comparing Black and White
students), the impact of this violation of the indepen-
dence assumption on the outcome of the statistical tests is
assumed to be small, and NAEP, by convention, has, for
computational convenience, routinely applied the proce-

dures described above to those cases as well.

When making comparisons of results for groups that share
a considerable proportion of students in common, it is not
appropriate to ignore such dependencies. In such cases,
NAEP has used procedures appropriate to comparing
dependent groups. When the dependence in group results
is due to the overlap in samples (e.g., when a subgroup is
being compared to a total group), a simple modification of
the usual standard error of the difference formula can be

uscd. The tormula for such cases is

SE 1yt sutgroup = SE tuat + SE ubgronp ~ 2DSE supzron)

where p is the proportion of the total group contained in

the subgroup. This formula was used for this report when

a state was compared to the aggregate for the nation.

T
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Conducting multiple tests

The procedures used to determine whether group differences
in the long-term trend and main NAEP samples represent
actual ditferences among the groups in the population and
the certainty ascribed to intervals (e.g., a 95 percent confidence
interval) are based on statistical theory that assumes that only
one confidence interval or test of statistical significance is
being performed. However, there are times when many dif-
ferent groups are being compared (i.e., multiple sets of confi-

dence intervals are being analyzed).

For multiple comparisons, statistical theory indicates that the
certainty associated with the entire set of comparisons is less
than that attributable to each individual comparison from the
set. To hold the significance level for the set of comparisons
at a partcular level (e.g., .05), the standard methods must be
adjusted by multiple comparison procedures.’ The procedure
used by NAEP is the Benjamini-Hochberg False Discovery
Rate (FDR) procedure.

Unlike other multiple comparison procedures that control
the family-wise error rate (i.e., the probability of making
even one false rejection in the set of comparisons), the
FDR procedure controls the expected proportion of falsely
rejected hypotheses. Furthermore, the FDR procedure
used in NAEP is considered appropriately less conservative

than family-wise procedures for large families of compari-

P Miller, R.G. (1981, Simudtancous Sratistical Frference (2nd ed)). New York:

Spinger-Verlang.

‘Bemjaming, Y, and Haochberg, Y.(1995), ap. ar

sons.” Therefore, the FDR procedure is more suitable for

multiple comparisons in NAEP than are other procedures.

Statistical comparisons of NAEP scores from different
assessment years are made using a multiple comparison pro-
cedure. However,‘in figures 9, 11, 21, and 23, comparisons of
the size of the Black-White achievement gap for each state
to the national gap are made using pairwise comparisons,
where each state is compared to the nation one at a time. For
this reason, the results shown in these four Hgures may not
correspond to results obtained from the NAEP Online Data
Tool, which currently does not permit pairwise comparisons

for this type of gap analysis.

Cautions in interpretation

[t is possible to examine NAEP performance results for
groups of students defined by various background factors
measured by NAEP, such as race. However, a relationship
that exists between achievement and another variable does
not reveal its underlying cause, which may be influenced
by a number of other variables. Similarty, the assessments
do not reflect the influence of unmeasured variables. The
results are most useful when they are considered in combi-
nation with other knowledge about the student population
and the educational system, such as trends in instruction,
changes in the school-age population, and societal demands

and expectations.

S Williams, VS.L., fones, L.V, and Tukey, |.W. {1994, December) Controllng Error i
Muluple Comparisons with Special Attention 1o the National Ascssmens of Fducatmonal

Progress. Research Triangle Park, NC: Navonal Institute of Statistical Scrences.,




Table B-1. Administration of NAEP national and state mathematics assessments, by grade: Various
years, 1990-2007

1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2003 2005 2007
Grade National State National State National State National State National State National State National State Natiowal State National State National State
4th grade » i [ P P L P
8th grade Il 17 7 o P [ P

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, nstitute of Education Sciences, National Center for Educabon Statistics, Nationst Assessment of Educational Progress, Vanous years, 1990-
2007 Mathematics Assessments.

Table B-2.  Average national mathematics scale scores for all public school students at grades 4 and
8, by gender and eligibility for the National School Lunch Program: Various years, 1990-

2007
1990 1992* 1996 2000 2003 2005 2007
All students
Grade 4 212+ 219+ 222+ 224~ 234* 237 239
Grade B 262* 267" 269~ 272 276* 278 280
Student Gender
Grade 4
Male 212+ 220* 222* 225" 235+ 238+ 240
Female 211+ 218> 222 223~ 233+ 236* 238
Grade 8
Mate 262* 266* 270* 273* 277+ 278* 281
Female 261* 267+ 268~ 271 275+ 277+ 279
Student Eligibility for National
School Lunch Program
Grade 4
Not eligible — o i ] 244> 248* 249
Reduced-price tunch - - t ¥ 230" 234+ 236
Free lunch — — ¥ H 220 224* 226
Grade 8
Not sligible — — $ t 287~ 288~ 291
Reduced-price tunch — — } ¥ 269* 270* 274
Free funch — — t ¥ 256* 260* 263

© Accommodations were not permitied for this assessment.

-~ Not avadable. Data were not collected priof to 1996

t Reporting standards not met. Lunch eligibility data are not beng reported w1 1996 and 2000 because of the high percentage of students for whom information was ot avadable.

v Signifggantly ditferent (p<.05) from 2007

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, inshtute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress INAEP), Vanous years,
1990- 2007 Mathematics Assessments.




National » Grades 4 & 8

Table B-3. Administration of NAEP national and state reading assessments, by grade: Various years,

1992-2007
1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2003 2005 2007
Grade Natianal State National State National State National Stale National State National State National State National State National State
4th grade 7 I [ v 2l 2 2 R A7
8th grade % v 2l 2 el 2ol | 2l I

SCURCE U.S. Department of Education, inshitute of Education Scrences, National Certer for Education Statistics, National Assessiment of £ducational Progress, Various years, 1992
2007 Reading Assessments.

Table B-4. Average national reading scale scores for all public school students at grades 4 and 8, by
gender and eligibility for the National School Lunch Program: Various years, 1992-2007

1992~ 1994 1998 2000 2002 2003 2005 2007
All students
Grade 4 215* 212+ 213~ 211 217" 216~ 217 220
Grade 8 258~ 257* 261 — 263* 261 260~ 261
| ) Student Gender

- Grade 4
Male 211 207+ 210 206* 214 213* 214 216
Female 219* 218* 215* 217~ 220* 220" 220 223

Grade 8
Male 251" 250* 253* — 258* 256 255* 256
Female 264 265 268* — 267" 267 266 266

Student Eligibility for National
School Lunch Program

Grade 4
Not ehgible == == 3 t 1 229 230" 232
Reduced-price lunch - — t ot b4 211" 212 215
Free tlunch — o 4 t 1 199* 201+ 203
Grade 8
Not etigible — — b — ¥ 271 270" 271
Reduced-price tunch -— o t — t 256 254 258
Free funch — e b4 -— i 243~ 245 246

CArcomimodanans were not permitted tor this assessment,

NGt avmiabie. Data were not collected prior to 1996 or at grade 8 i 2060,
1 Reparbing standards not met Lurch ehgibility data are pot berng reported w1998, 2000 and 2002 because of the high percentage of students for whom information was pol avadable,
- Signficantly different (p< 0%) from 2007,
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics. Notional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEPY. Vanous years,
1992 2007 Reading Assessmants.
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The High Cost of High School Dropouts
What the Nation Pays for Inadequate High Schools

Every school day, almost seven thousand students become dropouts. Annually, that adds up to
about 1.2 million students who will not graduate from high school with their peers as scheduled.
Lacking a high school diploma, these individuals will be far more likely than graduates to spend
their lives periodically unemployed, on government assistance, or cycling in and out of the prison
system.

Most high school dropouts see the result of their decision to leave school most clearly in the
slimness of their wallets. The average annual income for a high school dropout in 2005 was
$17,299, compared to $26,933 for a high school graduate, a difference of $9,634 (U.S. Bureau of
the Census, 2006). The impact on the country’s economy is less visible, but it is nevertheless
staggering.

If the nation’s secondary schools improved sufficiently to graduate all of their students, rather than
the 70 percent of students who are currently graduated annually (Editorial Projects in Education,
2008), the payoff would be significant. For instance, if the students who dropped out of the
Class of 2008 had graduated, the

nation’s economy would have
benefited from an additional $319 Who Makes the Money?
billion in income over their 2005 Average Income by Educational Attainment
lifetimes. )

$60,000 - - SSEAT
Everyone benefits from increased ALY 1
graduation rates. The graduates £ 540000 $36,543 —
themselves, on average, will earn g e $26,933 n
higher wages and enjoy more ?.f' ' $17.299 :
comfortable and secure lifestyles. 3 $20.000 : ot
At the same time, the nation $10,000 o
benefits from their increased % . ;
pmchasmg power, collc?cts higher High School  High School  Associate’s  Bachelor's
tax receipts, and sees higher levels Dropout Diploma Degree Degree
of worker productivity.

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2006

Students Who Learn More Earn More
Research by Cecilia Rouse, professor of economics and public affairs at Princeton University,

shows that each dropout, over his or her lifetime, costs the nation approximately $260,000 (Rouse,
2005). Unless high schools are able to graduate their students at higher rates, more than 12 million

P01 Connecticat Avene, B Stete 301 Washmagton, DO QG036

Phore 202 228 0828 132202 828 (321w alled org



students will drop out during the course of the
next decade. The result will be a loss to the
nation of $3 trillion.

The calculations on page 4 show the monetary
benefits each state could accrue over the
lifetimes of just one year’s dropouts if those
students could be converted to graduates. The
numbers vary from state to state, of course:
Vermont (at the low end) would see its economy
increase by $439 million; Mississippi (near the
middle) would add $3.98 billion to its economy,
and California’s economy (at the high end)
would accrue an additional $42 billion over the
lifetime of each graduating class. These figures
are conservative, and do not take into account the
added economic growth generated from each
new dollar put into the economy.

More Graduates Benefit Society

Obviously, dropouts are a drain on the
economies of each state and the nation. Lower
local, state, and national tax revenues are perhaps
the most obvious consequence of higher dropout
rates; even when dropouts are employed, they

earn significantly lower wages than graduates. State and local economies suffer further when they

Who Doesn’t Graduate?

Only about 58 percent of Hispanic students
and 55 percent of black students will
graduate on time with a regular diploma,
compared to 81 percent of Asian students
and 78 percent of white students (EPE,
2008).

Among all races and ethnicities, females
graduate at a higher rate than their male
peers——75 percent versus 68 percent (EPE,
2008).

Graduation rates are significantly lower in
districts with higher percentages of
students who are eligible for free or
reduced-price flunches (a measure of
poverty) (Swanson, 2004).

High school students living In low-income
familles drop out of school at six times the
rate of thelr peers from high-income
familles (U.S. Department of Education,
National Center for Education Statistics,
2004).

The lowest-achieving 25 percent of
students are twenty times more likely to
drop out of high school than students in
the highest achievement quartile
(Garnavale, 2001).

have less-educated populaces, as they find it more difficult to attract new business investment.

Simultaneously, these entities must spend more on social programs when their populations have

lower educational levels.

The nation’s economy and competitive standing also sutfers when there are high dropout rates.
Among developed countries, the United States ranks eighteenth in high school graduation rates
and fifteenth in college graduation rates (Organisation for Economic Co-Operation and

Development, 2007). Dropouts represent a tremendous waste of human potential and productivity,
and reduce the nation’s ability to compete in an increasingly global economy.

High school graduates, on the other hand, provide both economic and social benefits to society. In
addition to earning higher wages, which results in attendant benefits to local, state, and national
economic conditions, high school graduates live longer (Muennig, 2005), are less likely to be teen
parents (Haveman et al., 2001), and are more likely to raise healthier, better-educated children. In
fact, children of parents who graduate from high school are themselves far more likely to graduate
from high school than are children of parents without a high school degree (Wolfe & Haveman,
2002). High school graduates are also less likely to commit crimes (Raphael, 2004), rely on
government health care (Muennig, 2005), or use other public services such as food stamps or




housing assistance (Garfinkel et al., 2005). Additionally, high school graduates engage in civic
activity, including voting and volunteering in their communities, at higher levels (Junn, 2005).

Reducing Dropouts by Improving High Schools

To increase the number of students who graduate
from high school, the nation’s secondary schools
must be dramatically improved. Although the
investments made in the early grades are beginning
to pay off, with higher fourth-grade reading scores
and a reduction in the achievement gap between
white and minority students (U.S. Department of

How Much Does a
High School Dropout Cost?
Researchers have started to examine
various annual and lifetime costs -
associated with high school dropouts.

¢ The United States could save between

Education, 2005), too many of America’s high
schools are still serving their students poorly.

In a recent survey of high school dropouts,
respondents indicated that they felt alienated at
school and that no one even noticed if they failed
to show up for class. High school dropouts also
complained that school did not reflect real-world
challenges. More than half of respondents said that
the major reason for dropping out of high school
was that they felt their classes were uninteresting
and irrelevant (Bridgeland & di Tulio, 2006).
Others leave because they are not doing well
academically; only about 30 percent of high school
students read proficiently, which generally means
that as the material in their textbooks becomes
increasingly challenging, they drop ever further

$7.9 and $10.8 bilflon annually by
improving educationatl attainment -
among all recipients of Temporary -
Assistance to Needy Families, food
stamps, and housing assistance
(Garfinkel et al., 2005). ’

A high school dropout contributes
about $60,000 less in taxes over a
lifetime (Rouse, 2005).

if the male graduation rate were
increased by only 5 percent, the
nation would see an annual savings
of $4.9 billion in crime-related costs
(Alliance for Excellent Education,
2006b). E

America could save more than $17
billion in Medicaid and expenditures
for health care for the uninsured by
graduating all students (Alliance for
Excellent Education, 2006a).

behind.

Whatever the causes, the nation can no longer afford to have a third of its students leaving school
without a diploma. High schools must be improved to give all students the excellent education that
will prepare them for college or work, and to be productive members of society.

For more information about the state of America’s high schools,
and to find out what individuals and organizations can do
to support effective reform at the local, state, and federal levels,
visit the Alliance for Excellent Education’s website at www.allded.org.

Metlife Foundation

The Alliance for Excellent Education is grateful to MetLife Foundation for providing the generous
support to develop the first edition of this brief in January 2007. The findings and conclusions presented
are those of the Alliance and do not necessarily represent the views of the funder.
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Estimated Additional Lifetime Income If High School Dropouts
Graduated With Their Class in 2007-2008"

G Estimated Projected Numbaer of Nongraduates Total Lifetime Additional
States raduation Rate for the Class of 2008 Income if Dropouts
(2004-2005) Graduatad
Alaska . 67.6% 3,865 $1.004974,141

$4.201,578,164
Al

VS ¥ ¥
$991,749.6

o SR

United States 70.6% 1,229,277 $319,611,922,500
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' The Alliance for Excellent Education determined the average additional lifetime income if one class of dropouts
were to graduate by multiplying the projected number of students who failed to graduate with their class in 2008
{Editorial Projects in Education, 2008) by the $260,000 estimated lifetime earnings difference between a high school
dropout and a high school graduate (Rouse, 2005). National totals are not the sum of the state totals for
methodological reasons.
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Introduction

The economic, social, and moral case for addressing the nation’s existing high school
dropout problems was made in a report titled Left Behind in America: The Nation’s Dropout
Crisis.' This report called upon the U.S. Congress and the Obama Administration to enact
legislation to support programs at the local and state level to re-enroll existing high school
dropouts to enable them to improve their academic achievement skills, obtain their high school
diplomas or their equivalents, and bolster their employability through work experience and
training. The nation’s young dropouts experience a wide array of labor market, earnings, social
and income problems that exacerbate their ability to transition to careers and stable marriages
from their mid-20s onward. This new research paper was prepared to outline the employment,
earnings, incarceration, teen and young adult parenting experiences and family incomes of the

nation’s young adult high school dropouts and their better educated peers in 2006 to 2008.

Young high school dropouts confront a number of labor market problems in their late
teens and early 20s.? They are less likely to be active labor force participants than their better
educated peers, and they frequently experience considerably higher unemployment rates when
they do seek work. As a consequence, they are much less likely to be employed than their better
educated peers across the nation, and gaps typically widen as national labor markets deteriorate
such as during the current recession. The employment rates of the nation’s 16-24 year old, out-
of-school youth by their educational attainment in 2008 are displayed in Chart 1. These
estimated employment rates are annual averages. Slightly less than 46 percent of the nation’s
young high school dropouts were employed on average during 2008. This implies an average
joblessness rate during 2008 of 54% for the nation for young high school dropouts. Their
employment rate was 22 percentage points below that of high school graduates, 33 percentage
points below that of young adults who had completed 1-3 years of post-secondary schooling, and

41 percentage points below that of their peers who held a four year college degree. Young high

' See: Center for Labor Market Studies, Northeastern University and the Chicago Altemative Schools Network, Left
Behind in Amernica: The Nation's Dropout Crisis, Boston, Massachusetts and Chicago, Wllinois, April 2009,
? For earlier analysis of the labor market, income, and social problems of young and older high school dropouts at
the national and state levels, see: (i) Andrew Sum, Neeta Fogg, and Garth Mangum, Confroating the Youth
Demographic Challenge: The Labor Market Prospects of Qut-of-School Youth, Sar Levitan Center for Social Policy
Studxes Johns Hopkms Umversxty, Bainmore, 2000; (i) Andrcw Sum, Ishwar Khanwada, Joseph McLaughlm et.

In al c, Health, 2 115€Q h
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school dropouts were only about one-half as likely to be working as those youth holding a
bachelor’s or higher degree in 2008.

Chart 1:
Employment Rates of 16-24 Year Old Out-of-School Youth in the U.S. By Educational

Attainment, 2008 (Annual Averages in %)

e e R —

H.S. Graduate {-3 Years of College B.A. or Higher Degree

Educational Attainment

Source: January-December 2008 CPS Surveys, tabulations by authors.

The employment rates of the nation’s young high school dropouts varied across gender,
race-ethnic, and household income groups. Black dropouts were the least likely to be employed
(31%) followed by Asians (43%), Whites (46%), and Hispanics (53%) (Chart 2). This implies a
jobless rate for Blacks of 69 % followed by Asians at 57 %, Whites at 54 % and Hispanics at 47
%. The above average employment rates of Hispanic dropouts primarily reflect the sharply
higher employment rates of young Hispanic immigrants, many of whom were undocumented
immigrants. Earlier national research has shown that higher levels of new immigration in a state
tend to significantly reduce the employment rates of the nation’s teens and young adults,
especially males, non-college educated youth, and native born Black and Hispanic males with

limited post-secondary schooling.’

* See: Andrew Sum, Paul Harrington, and Ishwar Khatiwada, The [abor Market and Educational Progress of
America’s Young Adults Since the Publication of America’s Choice, Report Prepared for the New Commission on
the Skills of America’s Workforce, Washington, D.C., 2006.




Chart 2:
Employment Rates of 16-24 Year Old High School Dropouts in the U.S.. By Race-Ethnic
Group, 2008 (in %)
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426

34

Black Asian White, Not Hispanic Hispanic
Race-Ethnic Group

Source: January-December 2008 CPS Surveys, tabulations by authors.

The employment rates of young high school dropouts as well as teenagers and 20-24 year
olds in general also vary with the annual incomes of the families in which they live. Young high
school dropouts living in low income families (annual income under $20,000) were least likely
(38%) to be employed in 2008. As their family incomes increased, they were more likely to be
working, with their employment rates ranging from 47% for those in families with incomes
between $20,000 and $40,000 to a high of 55% for those residing in families with incomes
between $75,000 and $100,000.
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Chart 3;
Percent of 16-24 Year Old High School Dropouts in the U.S. Who Were Emplovyed in
2008 By Their Household Income (in $1.000)

40-60K
Household Income

Source: January-December 2008 CPS Surveys, tabulations by authors.

The below average monthly employment rates of the nation’s young high school dropouts
do not simply reflect a higher turnover rate of dropouts from the ranks of the employed during

the year and more frequent part year employment. Young dropouts also contain _a

disproportionate share of individuals who were jobless throughout the entire calendar vear. The

March 2008 CPS work experience and income supplement to the standard March CPS survey
collected information on the employment experiences and annual earnings from employment
(wages and salaries plus self-employment income) of all sample household members 16 and
older. We analyzed the work experience data for all 16-24 year olds to identify the percent of
youth who worked at some time in calendar year 2007. The findings revealed that only 60
percent of the nation’s 16-24 year old dropouts worked at some point during the year (Table 1).

This implies a yvear-round joblessness rate of 40% among these voung high school dropouts.

Among their better educated peers, those with some paid employment ranged from just under
80% among high school graduates to highs of 88 to 89 percent among those completing at least

some post-secondary schooling.



Table 1:
Percent of OQut-of-School 16-24 Year Olds Who Worked At Some Point in 2007 and
Their 2007 Mean Annual Earnings* by Educational Attainment, U.S.

(A) (B)
Percent Who Mean Annual
Educational Attainment Worked Earnings*
High School Dropout 60.4 $8,358
High School Graduate 79.0 $14,601
1-3 Years of College 87.7 $18,283
Bachelor's or Higher Degree 89.4 $24,797
All 78.4 $15,149

Note: (*) Mean annual earnings include those with no paid work experience during the year.
Source: March 2008 CPS Supplement, public use files, tabulations by authors.

As a result of their high levels of joblessness and low weekly earnings while employed,
the mean annual earnings of the nation’s young dropouts in 2007 were only $8,358 well below
the average of $15,149 for all young adults (Table 1, Column B). High school graduates with no
years of post-secondary schooling achieved mean earnings of somewhat over $14,600 while
those with a bachelor’s degree obtained mean earnings of approximately $24,800, three times as
high as that of young high school dropouts. Over the past few decades, the mean cumulative
earnings of male high school dropouts over their working life from ages 18-64 have declined
considerably, reducing their marriage rates, home ownership rates, and their fiscal contributions

to federal, state, and local governments.

Educational Attainment and Teen and Young Adult Parenting

Teen and young adult women parenting tend to be negatively correlated with their levels
of formal schooling, educational expectations, and academic achievement. The findings of the
2006 and 2007 American Community Surveys were used to estimate the percent of young
women ages 16-24 who were mothers at the time of the survey; i.e., had given birth to one or
more children. Overall, 13.5% of the 18.6 million women ages 16-24 were mothers. The share of
women who were mothers varied quite considerably across educational attainment/ school
enrollment groups, ranging from a low of 3.5% among high school students, to 6% among
Bachelor’s degree holders, to just less than 30% among high school graduates to a high of nearly

38% among those women who lacked a high school diploma (Chart 4). Young female dropouts

-
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were six times as likely to have given birth as their peers who were college students or four year

college graduates.

Chart 4:
Percent of 16-24 Year Old Women in the U.S. Who Were Mothers By Educational Attainment/

School Enroliment Status, 2006-2007 Averages
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Source: 2006-2007 American Community Surveys, public use files, tabulations by authors.

Of those young women who had become mothers, 60 percent were not married at the
time of the ACS surveys. Mothers who were dropouts had a very similar incidence of single
parenting . Multiplying the share of young women who were mothers by the fraction who were
unmarried yields estimates of the fraction of women who were single mothers at the time of the
2006-2007 American Community Surveys. Overall, 8 percent of the nation’s 16-24 year old
women were single mothers in 2006-2007. The share of these women who were single mothers
varied from lows of 2 to 3 percent among high school students and Bachelor's degree holders to
highs of 17 percent among high school graduates and just under 23 percent among high school

dropouts (Chart 5). Young_high school dropouts were nearly 9 times as likely to have become

single mothers as their counterparts with bachelor degrees. A very high share of these young




unwed mothers lacking high school diplomas were poor/ near poor and dependent on

government assistance and in-kind transfers to support themselves and their children.

Chart 5:
Percent of 16-24 Year Old Women in the U.S. Who Were Single Mothers By Educational

Attainment/ School Enrollment Status, 2006-2007
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Source: 2006-2007 American Community Surveys, public use files, tabulations by authors.

The Incarceration Rates of 16-24 Year Old Dropouts in the U.S. and Those of
Their Better Educated Peers

During the past two decades, there has been explosive growth in the number of adults
who were inmates of the nation’s correctional institutions (local, state, and federal prisons and
jails).* In 2008, approximately one in one-hundred U.S. adults were housed in such correctional
institutions, a substantial share of whom were young (under 30) and male.’ Since 2006, the

American Community Surveys have conducted interviews with residents of group quarters,

* See: (i) Bruce Western, Punishment and Inequality in America, Russell Sage Foundation, New York, 2006; (ii)
Devah Pager, Marked: Rage, Crime, and Finding Work in an Era of Mass Incarceration, The University of Chicago
Press, Chicago, 2007.

* See: Pew Center for Research on the States, One in 100, Washington, D.C., 2008.




including correctional institutions. Data from the 2006 and 2007 ACS surveys were analyzed to
identify the number of 16-24 year olds across the nation in selected educational attainment

groups who were institutionalized.®

During the 2006-2007 time period, 1.4% of the nation’s 16-24 year olds (men and women
combined) were institutionalized of whom nearly 93% were residing in correctional facilities
(jails, prisons, juvenile detention centers). The share of these young adults who were
institutionalized varied widely across educational attainment/ schooling groups with high school
dropouts being the most likely to be incarcerated. Only 1 in 1,000 bachelor degree holders were
institutionalized versus .7% of out-of-school adults who completed 1-3 years of post-secondary
schooling, 1.0% of high school graduates, and 6.3% of high school dropouts lacking a GED

certificate. The incidence of institutionalization problems among young high school dropouts

was more than 63 times higher than among young four vear college graduates.

Chart 6
Percent of the Nation's 16-24 Year Olds Who Were Institutionalized in 2006-2007 By School
Enrollment/ Educational Attainment Group
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® The U.S. Census Bureau does not identify the specific type of institution in which an individual was housed at the
time of the ACS survey. A small fraction of institutionalized young adults were living in long term healthcare
facilities (nursing homes, mental hospitals), but the vast majority (93%) were residing in aduit correctional
institutions and juvenile detention facilities.



Approximately 90 percent of the inmates of correctional institutions were males in recent
years. Given the high degree of concentration of imprisonment problems among males, we
conducted a separate analysis of the incarceration rates of young males by their school
enrollment/ educational attainment status (Chart 7). Here again, the incarceration rates of these

young males are found to vary considerably with their educational attainment. Nearly | of every

10 young male high school dropouts was institutionalized on a given day in 2006-2007 versus

fewer than 1 of 33 high school graduates, 1 of 100 of those out-of-school young men who

completed 1-3 years of post-secondary schooling, and only 1 of 500 men who held a bachelor’s

or higher degree.

Chart 7:
Percent of 16-24 Year Old Males in the U.S. Who Were Institutionalized in 2006-2007 By
Selected School Enrollment/ Educational Attainment Group
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For men in each race-ethnic group, incarceration rates were highest among high school
dropouts. Among the nation’s male high school dropouts, however, institutionalization rates

were considerably higher among young Black men than they were among members of the other



{ ) three major race-ethnic groups. Approximately 23 of every 100 young Black male adults were
institutionalized versus only 6 to 7 of every 100 Asians, Hispanics, and Whites (Chart 8).

Chart 8:
Percent of 16-24 Year Old Male High School Dropouts in the U.S. Who Were Incarcerated in

Juvenile Homes, Jails, and Prisons in 2006-2007 by Race-Ethnic Group
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In every race-ethnic group, young male dropouts were overwhelmingly more likely to be
incarcerated than their peers who graduated from a four year college or university. For all young
males, high school dropouts were 47 times more likely to be incarcerated than their similar aged
peers who held a four year college degree. The relative odds were very substantial among Blacks
(38%*), Whites (66*), and Asians (72*) (Table 2). In remarks to a 2006 Chicago conference on
high school dropout problems in Illinois, then State Senate President Emil Jones noted that
“Dropping out of high school was an apprenticeship for prison.” Those remarks, unfortunately,
describe the actual situation for the nation’s young minority men with a high degree of accuracy.
Given the severe labor market difficulties faced by many young male dropouts, ex-offenders
with limited formal schooling and academic proficiencies run the highest risk of becoming

recidivists and imposing large incarceration, probation, and parole costs on the rest of society.



Table 2:
The Incidence of Incarceration Rates Among 16-24 Year Old Male High School Dropouts and

Those With a Bachelor’s or Higher Degree By Race-Ethnic Group

(A) (B) ©)
H.S. Dropouts/
H.S. Dropouts  B.A. Degree B.A. Degree
All 94 0.2 47*
Asian 7.2 0.1 72*
Black 22.9 0.6 38*
Hispanic 6.1 0.9 T*
White 6.6 0.1 66*

The Income Inadequacy Problems of the Families of the Nation’s Young
Dropouts

A relatively high fraction of the nation’s young high school dropouts were raised as
adolescents in families that frequently experienced severe income inadequacy problems. Given
the limited earnings potential of many young high school dropouts, comparatively few of them

have the economic resources to form independent households, including young mothers. Many

young dropouts remain living at home with their parents or other relatives in families with
limited annual incomes.” In 2006-2007, one of every five of the nation’s young adults was
residing in families that were classified as either poor or near poor (under 125% of the federal
government’s official poverty income thresholds). The incidence of these severe income

inadequacy problems was highest by far among young high school dropouts, with nearly 37 of

every 100 dropouts living in poor/ near poor families. The incidence of such poverty/ near

poverty problems declined steadily with the level of formal schooling of the out-of-school young
adults. The incidence of such problems was 22% among high school graduates not enrolled in
college, 16% for those completing 1-3 years of post-secondary schooling, and only 10% for

those with a bachelor’s or higher degree.

’ Many single mothers escape the most severe income inadequacy problems by remaining at home with their
parents. If they had formed their own households, more of them would have been classified as poor or near poor on
the basis of their own incomes.
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Chart 9:
Percent of the Nation's 16-24 Year Olds in 2006-2007 Who Were Members of Poor/ Near Poor
Families By Educational Attainment/ School Enrollment Status
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The nation’s young high school dropouts in 2006-2007 were nearly four times as likely as

their peers with a bachelor’s or higher academic degree to be living in a family with an annual

money income below 125% of the poverty line. Many of these families were dependent on cash

income transfers and in-kind benefits from federal and state government (food stamps, rental

subsidies, Medicaid benefits, federal and state EITC credits) to support themselves.

A number of poverty and welfare reform researchers in recent years have used higher
income standards to define inadequacy, including 200% of the federal government’s official
poverty line.” Families with annual incomes under 200% of the official poverty income threshold
are classified as low income. During calendar years 2006-2007, approximately 35 percent of all
16-24 year olds across the nation were living in low income families. Again, high school
dropouts were the most likely to experience such low income problems. Fifty-eight percent of
young dropouts were living in low income families over the above two year period versus 41%

of out-of-school high school graduates, 33% of those with 1-3 years of college, and only 21% of

* For a review of alternative income criteria for defining inadequacy, see: Garth Mangum, Stephen Mangum, and
Andrew Sum, The Persistence of Poverty in the United States, Johns Hopkins University Press, Baltimore, 2003.




those with a bachelor’s or higher degree (Chart 10). The lower incomes of the families in which
dropouts reside make it more difficult for them to finance future levels of schooling and training
in institutions off the job, thereby reducing their future gains in human capital with adverse
effects on their future earnings and incomes. High school dropouts, when employed, are the least
likely to receive formal training from their employers.’

Chart 10;
Percent of the Nation's 16-24 Year Olds in 2006-2007 Who Were Members of Low Income

Families By Educational Attainment/ School Enrollment Status
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? See: Jia Zhao, The Training Experences of Young Adults in the U.S.. Who Gets Trained and Why Does it
Matter?, Masters Thesis, Department of Economics, Northeastern University, Boston, 2008.




The Lifetime Net Fiscal Contributions of Adults 18 to 64 Years Old, U.S., 2007
Over their working lives, the average high school dropout will have a negative net fiscal
contribution to society of nearly -$5,200 while the average high school graduate generates a

positive lifetime net fiscal contribution of $287,000. The average high school dropout will cost

taxpayers over $292 000 in jower tax revenues, higher cash and in-kind transfer costs, and

imposed incarceration costs relative to an average high school graduate. Adult dropouts in the

U.S. in recent years have been a major fiscal burden to the rest of society. Given the current and
projected deficits of the federal government, the fiscal burden of supporting dropouts and their
families is no longer sustainable.

Table 3:
The Lifetime Net Fiscal Contributions of Adults 18-64 Years Old By
Educational Attainment, U.S., 2007

@ B) ©
Annual Cash and

Annual Federal, In-Kind Transfers

State, and Local Plus Imposed Lifetime Net Fiscal
Educational Attainment Tax Payments Incarceration Costs Impact
<12 or 12, No H.S. Diploma 6,087 6,197 -5,191
H.S. Diploma/GED 9,938 3,551 287,384
Some College 13,244 2,508 461,661
Bachelor Degree 20,580 1,236 793,079
Master's or Higher Degree 29,876 1,061 1,094,945
Total 14,239 2,934 531,328

Summary and Conclusions

This research paper has identified a series of employment, earnings, income, and social
difficulties faced by the nation’s young adults lacking regular high school diplomas or their
equivalent. These social and incarceration problems of young dropouts are quite severe among
all gender and race-ethnic groups but are frequently more severe among men and Blacks. For
many dropouts, these labor market and earnings problems will persist over their entire working
lives, and for men they have intensified over the past few decades, with steep declines in their

lifetime earnings and incomes and attendant adverse consequences on their marriage behavior.



Similar to the lyrics of a recent country western song, many male high school dropouts “don’t

make it here anymore.”"*

In his first speech to the U.S. Congress, President Obama noted that by leaving high
school without a diploma dropouts not only quit on themselves but “it is quitting on your
country...”"" It is fair to add that our country’s labor markets also have quit on them, failing to
provide the employment and real earnings opportunities to male dropouts it once did especially
in the Golden Era from 1947-1973. There is an overwhelming national economic and social
justice need to prevent existing high school students from dropping out without earning a
diploma and to encourage the re-enroliment and eventual graduation of those dropouts who have
already left the school system. In the absence of concerted efforts to bolster their academic
achievement, their formal schooling, their occupational skills, and their cumulative work
experience, their immediate and long term labor market prospects are likely to be quite bleak in
the U.S. economy even after the end of the current economic recession, which for many of these

youth has turned into a labor market depression.

' See the song by James McMurtry, “We Can’t Make It Here Anymore,” 2004.
"' President Obama, “Address to Joint Session of Congress, February 24, 2009, Available at: www.whitehouse.gov.
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Milwaukee’s Path to Economic Growth

The Economic Benefits of Reducing Milwaukee’s Dropout Rate
November 2009

Halving the Number of Dropouts in Milwaukee and Surrounding Areas

In the Milwaukee metropolitan area, 6,485 students dropped out from the Class of 2008. These high
school dropouts did so at a great cost not only to themselves but also to their communities. Reducing the
number of dropouts by 50 percent for just this single high school class would result in tremendous
economic benefits to the Milwaukee region. The following are three examples of the economic impact
that these 3,243 new graduates would have on Milwaukee and its surrounding area:

1. Increased Wages. By earning their diplomas—and in many cases, continuing their education—these
new high school graduates would together earn nearly $41 million in additional wages over the
course of an average year compared to their likely earnings without a diploma.

2. Increased Human Capital. After earning their high school diplomas, many new graduates would not
stop there. An estimated 64 percent of these students are projected to continue their education after
high school, some earning as high as a PhD or other professional degree.

3. Additional Tax Revenue. As these new graduates’ incomes grow, local tax revenues will also

increase. Annual state and local property, income, and sales tax revenue would grow by nearly $7
million during the average year as the result of increased spending and higher salaries.

Estimating the Economic Impact of Fewer Dropouts

The economic model used to predict these economic benefits was developed by the Alliance for
Excellent Education (the Alliance) with the generous support of State Farm® and in partnership with
Economic Modeling Specialists, Inc. The model is based on graduation rates calculated by Editorial
Projects in Education and projects the economic benefits for U.S. Census-defined metropolitan statistical
areas (MSA), which consist of a central urban area and the surrounding geographic area that has strong
social and economic ties to that city.

The MSA that includes Milwaukee also includes four counties in Wisconsin. The ninety-eight high
schools located within this region have an average graduation rate of 71.4 percent. Twenty-three of these
are considered dropout factories, i.e., schools where fewer than 60 percent of freshman progress to their
senior year on time.

Stay tuned: The Alliance has calculated economic benefits for forty-five MSAs that encompass the
fifty largest cities in the county. In January, the Alliance will release additional projected benefits of

reducing dropout rates in these forty-five metro areas, including spending and investment, job and

economy growth, and home and auto sales.

To obtain results for additional MSAs, learn more about this project, or read technical notes about the
numbers presented above, visit http://www.allded.org/publication_material/EconMSA .
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Brown University

News

Associ Press article cites Professor Kenneth Wong's r rch on mayoral control in relationshi
Edu n Duncan's su for mayoral con in big citles

A')Auodaadm

School chief: Mayors need control of urban schools
By LIBBY QUAID - 6 days ago

WASHINGTON (AP) — Education Secretary Ame Duncan said Tuesday that mayors should take control of big-
city school districts where academic performance is suffering.

Duncan said mayoral control provides the strong leadership and stability needed to overhaul urban schools.
Mayors run the schools in fewer than a dozen big cities; only seven have full control over management and
operations. That includes Chicago, where Duncan headed the school system until joining the Obama
administration.

Speaking at a forum with mayors and superintendents, Duncan promised to help more mayors take over.

"At the end of my tenure, if only seven mayors are in control, | think | will have failed,” Duncan said.

He offered to do whatever he can to make the case. "I'll come to your cities,” Duncan said. "I'll meet with your
editorial boards. I'l talk with your business communities. | will be there.*

Urban school superintendents generally last three years or less, Duncan noted. He acknowledged Baltimore
schools chief Andres Alonso, asking how many superintendents the city had in the past 10 years. The answer
was seven.

"And you wonder why school systems are struggling,” Duncan said. "What business would run that way?"

After the forum, Duncan told The Associated Press that urban schools need someone who is accountable to
voters and driving all of a city's resources behind children.

"Part of the reason urban education has struggled historically is you haven't had that leadership from the top,”
he said.

"That lack of stability, that lack of leadership is a huge part of the reason you don't see sustained progress and
growth,” Duncan said.

It is unusual for a Cabinet secretary to weigh in on local matters. Yet Duncan has been emphatic on the
subject, calling for mayoral takeover of Detroit public schools and for New York lawmakers to renew the law
giving Mayor Michael Bloomberg control over his city's schools.

Duncan said it's impossible to have a great city without great schools that provide a skilled work force to bring
and keep jobs.

"Given how far every city has to go until every child receives a high-quality education, we need to push on this
very, very hard,” Duncan said. "And given the fact so few cities have mayoral control, that's a huge impediment
that hasn't been talked about enough.”

Page 1 of 2
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' In Detroit on Tuesday, mayoral candidate and professional basketball Hall-of-Famer Dave Bing endorsed a
mayoral takeover of the school system. Bing is challenging Mayor Ken Cockrel Jr. to finish the term of Kwame
Kilpatrick, who stepped down last year amid criminal cases. Cockrel has said he is open to the idea, but not
until the city gets its finances under control.

Duncan's position could make for an awkward exchange later this week — he plans to speak Saturday in San
Diego to the National School Boards Association, which represents local school boards that controf districts
across the country and opposes mayoral control.

Association official Michael Resnick said local school boards are the backbone of community representation in
schools.

“Education is too important to falt onto the already lengthy list of functions that mayors are managing,” Resnick
said.

Duncan responded later: "What's more important than educating a city's children? What could be more
important than that?” he told the AP.

Mayoral control is worth considering in about 400 of the biggest schoo! districts, said Kenneth Wong, a Brown
University professor who studies the issue. Those districts enroll about a third of the nation's 50 million school
children.

"l think the time has comse; there has been enough research suggesting it is a promising strategy,” Wong said.
"The way | look at it is, we are talking about real accountability,” Wong said. "A lot of urban school systems are
playing this game of blaming one another — the superintendent blames the school board: the school board
blames the union.

"With the mayor in charge, there ultimately is one single official held accountable every four years, whether
they're doing a good job or not,” Wong said.

Associated Press Writer Corey Williams in Detroit confributed to this report.
o Copyright © 2009 The Associated Press. All rights reserved.

http://www brown.edu/Departments/Education/news/20090406 KWong AP article.php 1/4/2010
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High Schools In The United States: How Does Your Local High School Measure Up?

What is Promoting Power?

Prewnedin

Pr § power pares the baer of 12th grade students
in g schodl to the number of Sth graders three yoars eardler. it is
desigriad to estimate the proportion of high school students
who maka it to thelr senior year. For example, if a school's
promoting power is B0 percent it means that the number of 12th’
graders is 80 percent of the number of 9th graders three years
before. If a school does not have a Sth grads, the indicator is
calcuiated as the ratio of 12th to 10th graders instead. tis not -
a graduation rate because it doas not measure how many
students receivad diplomas.

Class of 2007 Pramoting Power =

006-07 schoo

g 2006-07 school yeal
2003-04 school year

#_OF STUOIS N grace twoivg m th
# of students in grade nine in the

The promoting power indicator was originally developed by a
team of researchers lgad by Robert Baifanz and Nettie Logters, (2 3087 U Sanssn, Oissibuted by The Wadingien
then of Johns Hopkins University. Detalled information and

anglysis can be found al the Everyone Graduates Center: hip:

Why is Promoting Power Used?

Themiscwrenﬁynowaduaﬁonratecdw!aﬁmmatisusedfofevefysdmdinmeoounby-ﬂaawayg'awaﬁonraesmewnmneddﬁmby
state, rendering apples to oranges comparisons. Hmvw,by&aﬁngmanaﬁmddatabme.pmnoﬂngpmmbeusedtoomsﬁstenﬁy
appraximate how many students are making it to graduation on time for schools across the country. This indicator allows researchers to identify
sd'eools.disﬁm,mdmmmmmmgmgmgmdemdrsmdenm.waghltisomymmaedmaﬁmrates‘andmmat
can be affected by other factors (see "data limitations" below}, having a low promoting power should serve as a “check engine” light for a school.

Review the

To determine the promoting power for high schools in a spacific state or congressional district, use the search tools below.
NOTE: Conservative reporting: 3-yr average vs 1-yr. promoting power

In order to mitigate data anomalies that might particulorly affect one year of promoting power (such as a neighboring school closing),
researchers also calculate a 3-year promoting pewer overage. The Alliance reports this average to give o clearer picture of promoting power in
a school over time, and average out some of the enroliment changes that may occur from year to year. When data for all three years was not
avaitable, the three-year average represents data for only one or two years. In some cases, the three-yeor average includes doto that was
suppressed for a particular year because the promoting power fell outside of the normal range of 15 to 115 percent.

Search by State:
-- Select a State -- 4§

Sof
Search by State or Congressional District:

-- Select a State --
{if you do not know your congressional district, visit hittp:/fwww house gov! and enter your Zip code i the box provided).

-- Select a District -- 54

Sof

Search by Zip Code:

mwmmmwmmmmmmmmmamummmm. if you do not see any schools alfter you enter a zip code, seerch by state
name and then click on "high schoot” © sort by high school name. )

S

Download

Zp= Si#e County  HighSchool ~  Congressional Distrit 3-Yoar Average 2007 2006 2005
53110 WI  MILWAUKEE CUDAHY HIGH 04 77.40 77.90 77.60 76.80
53172 WI  MILWAUKEE SOUTH MILWAUKEE HIGH 04 88.20 85.00 88.20 91.40
53202 WI MILWAUKEE TENOR HIGH SCHOOL o4 NA NA NA NA
53204 WI  MILWAUKEE ADV LANG & ACAD STUDIES (ALAS) (4 62.30 6230 NA  NA

http://www .all4ed.org/about the crisis/schools/state and local ipromotingpower/results?se... 1/4/2010
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53204 Wi MILWAUKEE EL PUENTE HIGH 04 54.10 69.20 24.20 68.80
53204 Wi MILWAUKEE SOUTH DIVISION HIGH 04 48.10 43.30 38.10 62.90
. 53204 Wi MILWAUKEE BRADLEY TECH & TRADE Hi 3 40.80 41.10 40.00 4140
53206 Wi MILWAUKEE SHALOM HIGH 04 36.50 28.80 30.60 52.00
53205 Wi MILWAUKEE METROPOLITAN HIGH 04 40.10 36.10 35.30 48.90
53207 WA MILWAUKEE BAY VIEW HIGH 04 38.60 37.00 3380 4520
53207 Wi MILWAUKEE WISCONSIN CAREER ACADEMY 04 41.30 61.80 38.70 33.30
63208 Wi MILWAUKEE SPOTTED EAGLE HIGH (MAAIC) 04 58.90 63.40 33.30 74.10
53208 Wi MILWAUKEE MAASA! INSTITUTE o4 WA NA WA NA
53209 Wi MILWAUKEE CUSTER HIGH 04 35.680 3530 370 M90
53209 Wi MILWAUKEE ASSATA 04 58.90 58.10 67.70 50.00
53209 Wi MILWAUKEE HR ACAD/GLOBAL AWARENESS HS 04 38.50 25.00 35.10 55.30
53208 Wi MILWAUKEE KING HIGH 04 81.10 79.90 8360 79.90
53210 W MILWAUKEE WH SCH OF LAW-ED-PUB SERV 04 NA NA NA NA
53210 Wi MILWAUKEE WH SCH OF INFO TECHNOLOGY 04 NA NA NA NA
53210 Wi MILWAUKEE WH SCH OF EXPEDITIONARY LRNG 04 NA NA WA NA
53211 Wi MILWAUKEE RIVERSIDE HIGH 04 78.30 73.90 8130 79.60
53212 Wi MILWAUKEE THE ALLIANCE SCHOOL 04 NA NA  NA NA
53215 Wi MILWAUKEE VERITAS HIGH 04 61.70 69.20 73.50 42.30
53215 wi MILWAUKEE PULASKI HIGH 04 38.80 38.60 3520 36.80
83216 Wi MILWAUKEE GRANDVIEW ALTERNATIVE HI PART 04 40.00 53.10 26.50 40.30
563215 Wi MILWAUKEE WINGS ACADEMY o4 89.30 NA  50.00 NA
53216 Wi MILWAUKEE MARSHALL HIGH 04 28.60 24.50 2340 31.80
53216 W MILWAUKEE MILWAUKEE SPECTRUM SCHOOL 04 35.80 47.40 40.70 18.20
53216 Wi MILWAUKEE CORNERSTONE ACHIEV ACAD 04 84.10 64.00 104.20 84.20
53218 W MILWAUKEE MADISON HIGH 04 38.50 36.50 39.10 40.00
53220 Wi MILWAUKEE HAMILTON HIGH ¢ 56.50 49.80 60.20 59.40
55221 W MILWAUKEE W1 CONSRV LIFELONG LEARNING 04 72.00 79.30 68.30 68.30
53221 Wi MILWAUKEE PROFESSIONAL LEARNING INST 04 7120 5340 88.90 NA
53222 Wi MILWAUKEE MILWAUKEE SCHOOL OF LANGUAGES 04 58.80 64.20 5740 54.60
53223 Wi MILWAUKEE FOSTER & WILLIAMS 04 NA NA  NA  NA
53224 W MILWAUKEE VINCENT HIGH 04 40.60 41.50 39.80 40.60
53233 Wi MILWAUKEE COMMUNITY HIGH SCHOOL 04 NA NA  NA  NA
53233 Wi MILWAUKEE MILWAUKEE Hi SCH OF THE ARTS 04 66.40 69.80 68.30 61.00
53233 W MILWAUKEE CITIES PROJECT HIGH SCHOOL 04 NA NA  NA  NA
53235 Wi MILWAUKEE SAINT FRANCIS HIGH ¢ 57.30 60.00 54.20 57.60
Adt for Excelient Educath
1201 Conmacticut Avenue NW, Suits 901 | Washington, DC 20036 | Phone: 202 828 0828 { Fex: 202 828 0821
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Overall Results

w In 2008, the average score of eighth-grade students in Mitlwaukee
was 251. This was lower than the average score of 271 for public
school students in large cities.

The percentage of students in Milwaukee who performed at or
above the NAEP Proficient level was 7 percent in 2009. This
percentage was smaller than that in large cities (24 percent).

The percentage of students in Milwaukee who performed at or
above the NAEP Basic level was 37 percent in 2009. This
percentage was smaller than that in large cities (60 percent).

Scores at Selected Percentiles

SCOr 2,
500

280 ‘.
270
260
250
240

230

25th 75th

NOTE: Scores at selected percentiles on the NAEP mathematics scale indicate how
well students at lower, middie, and | well students at lower, middle, and higher levels perfo:med

Results for Student Groups in 2009

Sith

Percentof Avg. or m Percent at

ReportingGroups ~  _students score Basic Proficient Advanced
Gender

Male 51 250 34 6 1
_Female %9 253 B L.
Race/Ethnicity

White 1 1 2 61 20 2

Black 62 244 28 3 #

Hispanic 2 0O 256 43 8 #

Asian/Pacific Istander 4 k4 - 3 b4

Am@ﬁ!ndianh\laslm Native o 1 b4 3 3 e .3
National School Lunch Program {

Eligible 7 8 248 33 5 *

Not ekigible 2 262 @ 2 1
# Rounds to zero. 1 Reporting standards not met.

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the
“Information not available” category for the National School Lunch Program, which
provides free/reduced-price lunches, and the "Unclassified” catagory for
race/ethnicity are not dwplayed

Milwaukee Public Schools

Grade 8
Public Schools

2009

Snapshot

Achievement-Level Percentages and Average Score Results

Milwaukee Average Score

Report

2008 |_|6/# 251
Large oty fpu

2008 271
ation (public

2009 282

B oelow Basic ] Basic Dmm B Adanced
* Significantly different (p < .05) from Milwaukes.
# Rounds to zero.
NOTE.Q_ehdmynotmto}otals because of rounding.

Average Scores for District and Large Cities

Seore
00

Large city
(publicy

Mitw&u};fse

* Significantly different (p < .05) from Milwaukee.
Score Gaps for Student Groups

» In 2009, female students in Milwaukee had an average
score that was not significantly different from that of male
students.

In 2009, Black students had an average score that was 27
points lower than that of White students. This performance
gap was not significantly different from that in large cities
(37 points).

In 2008, Hispanic students had an average score that was
15 points lower than that of White students. This
performance gap was narrower than that in large cities (30
points).

In 2008, students who were eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch, an indicator of low income, had an average
score that was 14 points lower than that of students who
were not eligible for free/reduced-price school lunch. This
performance gap was narrower than that in large cities (26
points).

NOTE: Statistical comparisons are caiculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

SOQURCE: U.S. Department of Education, |
(NAEP), 2009 Mathematics Assessment.

nstitute of Education Sciences, National Certer for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress



